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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 is indefinite. The claim appears to be incomplete at the limitation 
"wherein if the destination host is detennined not to be reachable, the logic 
redirects the packet over the radio network according to the route table" in lines 
7-8. It is unclear as to where the packet will be redirected to via the route table, if 
the destination host is determined not to be reachable. The same remark applies 
to claims 10, and 19. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 
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4. Claims 1-4, 6, 10-13, 15, 19-22, 24, 28-33, 35-39, 42-48, 50-52, and 55 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rempe et al. (US 
6,604,146), hereinafter referred to as Rempe. 

Regarding claim. 1, Rempe discloses efficient Internet service 
implementation for mesh satellite networks using centralized router server for 
distribution of destination tables. 

an air interface configured to receive a pacl<et over the radio networl<, tlie 
packet being destined for a destination liost, wlierein ttie radio network supports 
mestied connectivity (a satellite terminal 34-fig.1 inherently includes an air 
interface for receiving a packet over the meshed satellite network-fig. 1 to a 
destination terminal); 

a communication interface coupled to the air interface (the satellite 34- 
fig.1 inherently includes a communication interface coupled to the air interface); 
and 

logic for determining whether the destination host is reachable by the 
communication interface based upon a route table, wherein if the destination host 
is determined not to be reachable, the logic redirects the packet over the radio 
network according to the route table (the satellite 34-fig.1 inherently includes a 
logic to look at the destination address of the IP packet and map that to a 
destination terminal. If the next hop to the destination terminal is a router which 
doesn't have the same IP subnet as required by routing protocol, the destination 
host is determined not to be reachable, and the packet could be directed to 
secondary route as provided by the table, see col.2-line 60 to col.3-line 65). 
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Regarding claim 2, the network 20-fig.1 is a satellite network. 

Regarding claim 3, the terminal should include a logic operating according 
to a protocol such as OSPF, 

Regarding claim 4, the satellite terminal 34-fig.4 should include the air 
interface so that the terminal could receive a message from the router server 40- 
fig.1 for updating of the route table. 

Regarding claim 6, the message could be multicast from the route server. 

Regarding claims 10, 19, these claims have similar limitations as claim 1. 
Therefore, they are rejected under Rempe for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 11-13, 15, these claims have similar limitations as 
claims 2-4, and 6, respectively. Therefore, they are rejected under Rempe for 
the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 2-4, and 6. 

Regarding claims 20-22, 24, these claims have similar limitations as 
claims 2-4, 6, respectively. Therefore, they are rejected under Rempe for the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 2-4, and 6. 

Regarding claim 28, the satellite terminal 34-fig.1 should have routing 
instructions stored in a computer-readable medium, that when executed by one 
or more processors would perform the packet routing. 

Regarding claim 29, Rempe discloses efficient Internet service 
implementation for mesh satellite networks using centralized router server for 
distribution of destination tables. 
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receiving, at a route sen/er, routing information from one of a plurality of 
route clients, the route clients being in communication with the route sen/er over 
a first data network that is fully meshed, wherein the routing information specifies 
reachability of a host that is within a second data network served by the one 
route client (the route server 40-fig.1 receives routing information from other 
route clients 52, 54, etc., over a meshed satellite network. The routing 
information includes IP address of a destination terminal within a terrestrial 
network served by the route clients); 

modifying a route table of the route server in response to the received 
routing information (the route server 40-fig.1 should be able to update (modifying) 
its route table in response to changes from the satellite terminal); and 

transmitting a message based on the modified route table to the route 
clients for updating of respective route tables of the route clients (transmits a 
message based on the updated route tables to the route clients). 

Regarding claim 30, in Rempe the first network is a satellite network, and 
the second data network is a terrestrial network. 

Regarding claim 31, the route server 40-fig.1 maintains a list of router 
clients, and the list should include the route clients that are inactive or do not 
provide routing information to the route server. 

Regarding claim 32, in Rempe a message for transmission over the 
networks to the route clients should be segmented into a plurality of packet, and 
each of the packets having a sequence number for assembling at the destination 
route clients. 
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Regarding claim 33, the route server 40-fig.1 is capable of determining the 
number of route clients that are to receive the message by comparing the 
number with a threshold of total registered route clients, and the message will be 
multicast to the route clients based on the comparison. 

Regarding claim 35, each of the route clients could be configured to 
redirect a packet received from another one of the route clients. 

Regarding claim 36, the route server 40-fig.1 should have routing 
instructions stored in a computer-readable medium, that when executed by one 
or more processors would perform receiving routing information from the route 
clients. 

Regarding claims 37-39, these claims have similar limitations as claims 
29-32, respectively. Therefore, they are rejected under Rempe for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 29-32. 

Regarding claim 42, in Rempe a satelliter terminal, i.e., 34, receives data 
at its satellite interface from a first route client, and if the data cannot be routed 
over the terrestrial interface, the data can be transmitted via the satellite interface 
to another route client. 

Regarding claim 43, this claim has similar limitations as claim 36. 
Therefore, it is rejected under Rempe for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claim 36. 

Regarding claims 44-48, these claims have similar limitations as claims 
29-33, respectively. Therefore, they are rejected under Rempe for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 29-33. 
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Regarding claims 50-52, these claims have similar limitations as claims 
29-30, and 32, respectively. Therefore, they are rejected under Rempe for the 
same reasons set forth In the rejection of claims 29-30, and 32. 

Regarding claim 55, this claim has similar limitations as claim 42. 
Therefore, It Is rejected under Rempe for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claim 42. 

Allowable subject matter 

4. Claims 34, 40-41 , 49, and 53-54 are objected to as being independent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

5. Claims 5, 7-9, 14, 16-18, 23, and 25-27 would be allowable if rewritten to 
include all of the limitations of the base claim(s) and any intervening claims, and 
if the base clalm(s) overcome the rejectlon(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd 
paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Border et al.(US 2004/0073678) ; Bharall et al.(US 
2003/0112809) ; Liron (US 5,740,164) ; Eidenschink et al.(US 2001/0036161) are 
cited to show system and method for routing among private addressing domains, 
which is considered pertinent to the claimed invention. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning tl^is communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Due Ho whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3147. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
from 7:30 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempt to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Wellington Chin, can be reached on (571) 272-3134. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Due Ho whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3147. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
from 7:30 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempt to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Wellington Chin, can be reached on (571) 272-3134. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone 
number is (571)272-2600. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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9. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Patent Examiner 




Due Ho 



6-15-07 



